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Some models of conflict resolution propose that group membership be downplayed in negotiation because social categorization leads to ingroup bias. Challenging this view, this article argues that social conflict occurs partly as a collective attempt to establish a positive and distinct social identity. Restoration of this identity should therefore be important to negotiating groups.
Two interactive studies (Ns = 104, 195) (Study 2) prior to a superordinate negotiation, they consistently identified more at the subcategory level but were also more satisfied with the negotiation process. Evidence from the second study suggests that these effects were mediated by the development of a superordinate identity.
tested the effects over time of emphasizing identity-based group boundaries prior to negotiation with another group. Results indicated that where group members had the opportunity to interact with ingroup members (Study 1) or within a group

Attemptstounderstandandbringaboutconflictreso-
lution have preoccupied social psychologists for the greater part of the past century and will no doubt continue to do so for the greater part of this one. Established research in this field has tended to concentrate either on the identification of motivational factors associated with particular negotiation outcomes or on selected cognitive factors thought to be causal in the development of conflict. Such research has identified some important correlates of conflict escalation and reduction, including the cooperative or competitive orientation of conflicting parties (e.g., de Dreu & Van Lange, 1995) , their outcome frames (de Dreu, Carnevale, Emans, & Van de Vliert, 1995) , parties' relative strength (Bacharach & Lawler, 1981) , and their motivation to take the other party's views into account (Pruitt, 1972) .
Recently, though, a cognitive information-processing approach has emerged that seeks to understand social conflict through the examination of individual-level cognitive processes (e.g., Grant, 1990; Messick & Mackie, 1989) . Although this approach is making a major contribution to the field, social identity theorists have argued that a full understanding of the cognitive aspects of social behavior must go beyond an analysis of individuallevel processes. These theorists have argued that research needs to incorporate an appreciation of the way in which the individual mind is structured by people's social group memberships (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner & Oakes, 1986) . Group behavior and the perception of groups as real entities is made possible by the capacity of individuals to define themselves psychologically and to act as group members (Turner, 1982) . From this perspective, conflict arises within a specific historical and psychological context, and its course is also affected by group members' own psychological orientation to that context. Coser (1962) was the first to argue along these lines when he proposed that social conflict occurs as a result of the inability or unwillingness of the social system to accommodate calls for change (e.g., from underprivileged groups). In the same spirit, Tajfel (1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) argued that one must look to the underlying cause of conflict to understand it. For Tajfel, the development of intergroup conflict involved cognitive, motivational, and social psychological causes. To explain the develop-ment of conflict, he assumed that, at times, people are motivated to define themselves in terms of group-based social identities that are both positive and distinct. Other things being equal, people want to feel that the groups to which they belong, and in terms of which they act, are different to and better than others in terms of their defining attributes.
However, social identity theory also recognizes that these conditions are not always met-for the simple reason that human societies are often characterized by social injustice, unequal distribution of resources, and status differences between groups. Yet, given the motivation for a positive and distinct self-definition, Tajfel and Turner (1979) hypothesize that group members who find themselves in this predicament also will be motivated to change it. Social identity theory predicts that collective attempts at change (e.g., in the form of social conflict) will be most likely to occur when group boundaries are seen to be impermeable, illegitimate, or when group members believe that collective action is possible and is the only way to change their (individual or collective) status. Support for all these predictions has been provided by a large body of empirical research (e.g., Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990) . Accordingly, when social conflict occurs in society, it can be assumed that the people instigating it identify as a group and are dissatisfied with their current situation. These are the conditions under which change-oriented collective action is most likely to arise (Veenstra & Haslam, 2000; Wright et al., 1990) . It therefore follows that treating group members in a way that they perceive to be fair or just (i.e., in line with group-based expectations) will be central to attempts to ameliorate the conflict that arises from perceptions of injustice.
In intergroup situations where people are more likely to define themselves in terms of their social identities, judgments of the fairness of any process or outcome will be made with reference to salient social identities. Such an assumption can be seen to underlie recent work in which researchers have applied a social identity analysis to the study of perceptions of procedural justice and fairness (see, e.g., Tyler & Blader, 2000; Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996) . Along these lines, Tyler (1990) found that a significant predictor of people's satisfaction with, and adherence to, legal decisions is their perception of the fairness of the process. Of importance, people appear to define a process as fair if they feel that their socialidentity-based perspective will be or has been represented as part of that process. Indeed, in this research, parties' perceptions of the process as fair (i.e., that procedural justice has been done) often seem to be more important than the actual nature of the final decision (i.e., distributive justice) in determining their satisfaction and compliance with it. These findings also are consistent with research conducted by Pruitt and others (Pruitt, Pierce, Zubek, McGillicuddy, & Welton, 1993) that suggests that the best determinant of the long-term success of a negotiated settlement is parties' perception that it had been procedurally fair, rather than the distribution of material resources. In the present approach, these findings lead us to emphasize perceptions of psychological resources rather than material resources.
We suggest that negotiation to resolve conflict is most likely to prove successful when it serves as a forum in which the parties to conflict-social groups-are recognized and treated as legitimate entities. In other words, we suggest that the process of negotiation is likely to contribute to the restoration of positive relations only when parties are allowed to achieve, maintain, or restore a positively distinct social identity and where this is formally endorsed through a recognition of relevant identities in the negotiation process. However, as a corollary, we suggest that if the negotiation process is one in which important social identities remain sidelined, the process of resolution also may be hindered. For negotiation to be successful, at the very least, it should not further degrade the perceived rights of the groups involved.
In contrast to this perspective, conflict is often approached as if it were merely the product of the cognitive system's operation. Such an approach argues that the process of categorization is in itself causally linked to the development of hostile intergroup relations. In particular, this inference has been drawn from readings of minimal group studies (Tajfel, Flament, Billig, & Bundy, 1971) , in which categorization of participants into one of two groups led them to discriminate in favor of their own group at the expense of the other. Thus, it is often argued that group membership and associated social categorizations should be downplayed in any attempts at conflict resolution (see, e.g., Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; Rothbart, 1993) .
However, another interpretation of minimal group findings suggests that ingroup bias is not simply a product of categorization alone but of a concurrent motivation to define the self positively in context. This interpretation was the one originally proposed by social identity theorists and is the position endorsed more recently within self-categorization theory (see Bourhis, Turner, & Gagnon, 1997; Oakes & Reynolds, 1997; Turner, 1999) . Both theories argue that an internalized social categorization will lead to contextually appropriate group-based behavior and perceptions that may include either conflict or cooperation. Under this view, additional conditions (such as the compatibility of group identities, structural interdependence, access to resources or degree of access to a valued social identity) will determine the nature of any intergroup relationship associated with that categorization (Brown & Wade, 1987; Deschamps, 1984; Hewstone, Fincham, & Jaspars, 1981) .
The social identity analysis is supported by research that shows that minimal group categorization only leads to ingroup bias under conditions where a positive and distinct social identity is otherwise unavailable (i.e., where it is only available by discriminating against the other group) (see, e.g., Mummendey, 1995; Reynolds, Turner, & Haslam, 2000) . Such research shows that where the opportunity exists, minimally categorized group members often choose to define both the ingroup and any outgroups as positive and distinct rather than discriminate against the latter. In general, then, research suggests that categorization alone is often not sufficient to produce intergroup bias. In this way, social identity and self-categorization theories do not equate social categorization with conflict but in fact suggest that delegitimizing existing group memberships or representation may be detrimental to attempts to resolve differences through negotiation. Similarly, a failure to involve groups also may lead to a failure of any positive negotiated outcomes to generalize to the wider social setting. In other words, some attempt to ensure that negotiation is representative of intergroup differences and ingroup positions may ultimately help to legitimize any final agreement, thereby contributing to its long-term success.
To test the differences in perspective outlined above, we present two studies, the first of which focuses on the effects of emphasizing existing identity boundaries on perceptions of an identity outgroup and of the negotiation process over time. Although an emphasis on group differences may initially strengthen ingroup positions, we argue that making group identities salient during negotiation will not ultimately be detrimental over the course of a negotiation process. We hope to make this point by collecting measures over time, in contrast to the "one shot" methodologies used in most group research (Moreland & Levine, 1988) . Therefore, both of our studies examine the impact, over time, of making a subgroup identity salient during negotiation. In the second study, we also suggest that the development of a subgroup identity can be compatible with the development of a shared, superordinate identity and that it may be the development of this shared identity that mediates the positive effects of subgroup involvement. We present both studies in light of our argument that deterioration in intergroup relations and dissatisfaction with negotiation do not necessarily occur as a result of the presence of difference alone and that negotiation processes may actually be improved where relevant identities are explicitly involved. Accordingly, where subgroup positions may differ along identity lines, procedures that aim to explicitly represent the differences between existing social identities should be more satisfying to constituents than procedures that seek to blur intergroup differences. According to social identity theory, this is because the recognition of difference should go some way toward countering the conditions under which intergroup relations are likely to deteriorate.
Based on the social identity approach, we hypothesize that in a negotiation situation the initial effect of emphasizing group differences will be to create or increase ingroup solidarity (Hypothesis 1). However, we also expect that the enhancement of ingroup identity will not necessarily translate into a deterioration of parties' capacity to negotiate together or to negative perceptions of the negotiation process (Hypothesis 2). Furthermore, we predict that where subgroup differences exist, the use of procedures that highlight relevant group differences can be successful to the extent that they make parties feel valued (Hypothesis 3). Finally, we tested the hypothesis that positive perceptions of social relations also may be associated with the development of identification with a superordinate group and that the presence of a superordinate identity may mediate the relationship between the presence of subgroup identification and a positive negotiation process (Hypothesis 4). EXPERIMENT 1 Experiment 1 was designed as a general test of Hypotheses 1 and 2, using preexisting identities. Specifically, it was hypothesized that an emphasis on existing identity-based groups would increase the salience of identification with that group (Hypothesis 1) but that this would not be associated with the development of negative intergroup relations or negative perceptions of negotiation (Hypothesis 2). Given the key role played by identity-related processes, we would expect that the positive impact of a negotiation process structured along identity lines also would be mediated by identification with the ingroup (one's own gender group). In other words, we would expect that a group-representative process would have a positive impact to the extent that it affirmed salient or valued identities.
METHOD
Participants and Design
Participants were 104 introductory psychology students who participated in the experiment during class time. The study had a 2 (subgroup structure: same sex, mixed sex) × 2(sex: male, female) × 3 ( 
Materials and Procedure
At the start of the study, participants were randomly assigned to one of two subgroup structure conditions that differed in terms of the subsequent gender division of the groups. All groups comprised four participants (two men and two women). Participants were informed of their subsequent group memberships at the beginning of the study and were told that the study was about health funding for men and women between the ages of 18 and 24. Following this, participants read a paragraph containing a short description of the issue of health funding for this age group. The essence of this was that a government health scheme had a sum of $1.4 million available to fund a national health initiative on young adult's health (such as mental health issues). The participants were told that two different research groups had put in proposals for the use of the money. The difference between the groups was that one focused on men's health, whereas the other focused on women's health.
Participants were then told that it was their task to identify principles that would guide decisions about how the available $1.4 million should be spent. They read a list of 12 statements that could potentially guide the funding decision. Statements differed in the degree to which they emphasized the interests of men or women over the other gender group (separatist statements) or did not differentiate between gender groups at all (integrationist statements). Our selection of these statements was made on the basis of independent ratings of their separatism versus integrationism. An example of a separatist statement was, "Men's health has received less funding than women's health in the past and deserves more now"; an example of an integrationist statement was, "We need more across-the-board education about health." Participants were instructed to select those four statements that, in their opinion, were most valid and that should form the basis of funding decisions. In this sense, participants were able to indicate the extent to which they thought that group needs differed. All participants received the same list and the same instructions. Participants identified themselves as male or female and then rated, on 7-point Likert-type scales, (a) the degree to which they identified with their gender group, (b) whether members of the opposite sex were likely to be biased on this issue, and (c) whether members of their own gender group would agree with their position on the issue. Depending on the condition they had been assigned to, they were then reminded that in the next phase of the study they would be paired with either a same-sex or opposite-sex participant. Further questions then targeted perceptions of the interactions to come. Questions related to (a) how much they were looking forward to Phase 2, (b) how much they expected the other subgroup to agree with them when they met later in Phase 3, (c) how willing they were to compromise with the other subgroup in Phase 3, and (d) how much they cared about reaching agreement with the other subgroup in Phase 3. They were then divided into two groups, as outlined above.
In Phase 2, the two-person groups were instructed to complete the same task they had done in the first phase, that is, to select the four most valid guiding statements. In this phase, however, participants were instructed to negotiate a consensus decision on which strategies should be chosen. After this, participants completed (individually and with no discussion) another series of dependent measures. Participants also were told that they would shortly rejoin the whole group for a further negotiation session, which they then did. In this phase, participants came together as a four-person group, in all cases comprising two men and two women. In this fourperson group, they again completed the task of reaching consensus on which four statements to choose. Participants then responded individually to a set of dependent measures that were similar to those completed at the end of Phase 1.
RESULTS
Selection of Strategies
At each phase of the study, participants were required to select strategies from a list of 12 potential measures designed to address gender imbalances in health outcomes. The 12 items had been allocated a score from 1 to 7 according to their tendency to be either separatist (1) or integrationist (7). Based on these scores, the average degree of separatism of participants' selections in each phase was calculated by averaging the total score of the four items chosen. An analysis of these data showed that participants' choices did not differ significantly from each other at any phase of the study; means for the identityreinforcing condition are displayed first at each phasePhase 1: Ms = 5.66, 5.33, t(102) = 1.84, ns; Phase 2: Ms = 5.68, 5.54, t(50) = .73, ns; Phase 3: Ms = 5.88, 5.54, t(24) = 1.77, ns.
Identification Measure
A 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 2 (gender) × 3 (time) MANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted on both the measures of identification with the sex ingroup and expectation of agreement with the sex ingroup about the strategies chosen. The analysis revealed significant main effects on ingroup identification for structure, F(1, 102) = 4.46, p < .05; time, F(1, 204) = 3.24, p < .05; and sex, F(1, 100) = 9.50, p < .005. However, there was also a significant interaction between structure and time, F(2, 204) = 4.27, p < .05. The main effect for sex revealed that women identified more with their gender ingroup than did men. Analysis of the means showed that this was true over all three phases (Ms Phase 1 = 4.80, 5.44; Phase 2 = 5.04, 5.62; Phase 3 = 5.02, 5.40 for men and women, respectively). The main effect for structure revealed that those in the same-sex subgroups condition identified more with their gender ingroup than did those in mixed-sex groups, as predicted under Hypothesis 1 (see Table 1 ). However, the interaction between structure and time showed that at Phase 1, levels of identity with same-sex others did not differ significantly between groups, t(103) = 1.13, p > .1. As we would expect due to the heightened accessibility of the categories (Oakes, 1987) , those in the same-sex condition identified more with other members of their ingroup following the Phase 2 interaction, t(103) = 2.39, p < .05. This difference was even greater following Phase 3, t(103) = 3.11, p < .005.
Analysis of participants' expectation of agreement with the sex ingroup revealed significant main effects for structure, F(1, 100) = 9.22, p < .005; sex, F(1, 100) = 6.88, p < .01; and time, F(2, 200) = 25.01, p < .001. A significant interaction between time and sex, F(2, 200) = 3.46, p < .05, and a weak interaction between structure and sex, F(2, 200) = 3.01, p < .09, also were revealed. A closer look at the interaction between time and sex using t tests showed that this effect was driven by a significant difference between men and women at both Phase 1, Ms = 4.16, 4.82 for men and women, respectively, t(102) = 2.81, p < .001, and Phase 2, Ms = 4.86, 5.29 for men and women, respectively, t(102) = 2.03, p < .05, in that women expected a greater level of ingroup consensus than did men. However, this difference became nonsignificant at Phase 3, Ms = 5.14, 5.24 for men and women, respectively, t(102) = 1.01, p > .1. Finally, although the interaction between structure and time was nonsignificant, F(2, 204) = 1.77, p > .1, t tests comparing scores between the two types of subgroup structure at each phase showed that responses in these cells in fact did diverge over time. Here, participants in the same-and mixed-sex subgroup conditions did not differ significantly in their expectations of ingroup consensus at Phase 1, t(102) = 1.38, p > .1, but they came to differ progressively following Phase 2, t(102) = 2.16, p < .05, and Phase 3, t(102) = 3.88, p < .001.
In sum, women (in the same-sex condition in particular) showed a tendency toward greater ingroup solidarity compared to men in the initial phases of negotiation. However, over time, all participants in the same-sex subgroup came to identify more with their gender in comparison with participants in the mixed-sex subgroup. Participants in the same-sex subgroup also tended to expect an increasingly higher level of ingroup consensus over time compared to those in mixed-sex conditions.
Perception of Bias of Identity Outgroup
A 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 2 (gender) × 3 (time) MANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted on the measure of participants' perception of the sex outgroup as biased. No sex effects were found. A main effect for time, F(1, 204) = 10.68, p < .001, was found but this was qualified by a weak interaction between structure and time, F(2, 204) = 2.47, p < .09. In general, participants in all conditions came to see the outgroup as less biased over time. Examination of t tests at each phase showed that participants in same-and mixed-sex conditions differed little in terms of their tendency to see the outgroup as being biased in Phase 1, Ms = 3.02, 3.34, respectively, t(103) = 1.73, p < .1, and Phase 2, Ms = 2.71, 2.64, respectively, t(103) = 1.02, p > .1. However, participants in the same-sex condition had become significantly less likely to see the outgroup as biased by the end of Phase 3, Ms = 2.19, 2.80, respectively, t(103) = 2.32, p < .03.
Relationship Between Negotiating Subgroups
Three items measured participants' perceptions of the nature of relations between negotiating parties over the course of the negotiation process. At Phases 1 and 2, we asked participants how ready they were to compromise in the final four-person phase, whereas at Phases 2 and 3, we asked them how easy it had been to actually reach agreement and how well they had worked with those with which they had negotiated. We conducted 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 2 (gender) × 2 (time) MANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor on all these measures. No sex effects emerged. A main effect emerged for structure on willingness to compromise in the final four-person negotiation, F(1, 102) = 8.85, p < .005. Here, participants in the same-sex condition expressed less intention to compromise than mixed-sex participants on measures taken at both the first, Ms = 4.25, 4.82, respectively, t(103) = 2.54, p < .05, and second phases, Ms = 4.31, 4.89, respectively, t(103) = 2.72, p < .01. On the measure of ease of actual agreement taken at Times 2 and 3, a main effect for time emerged, F(102) = 35.53, p < .001, in that participants in both conditions reported that it was easier to agree in the twoperson group (Phase 2, M = 6.10) than the four-person group (Phase 3, M = 5.15). However, despite the fact that the interaction between structure and time was statistically nonsignificant, t tests at each phase revealed that participants in the same-sex condition had found it easier to agree than did those in the mixed-sex condition at Phase 2, t(102) = 1.99, p < .05, but that both groups found reaching agreement to be equally easy at Phase 3, t(102) = .67, p > .1. Finally, analysis of the measure of how well the negotiators had worked together revealed main effects for both structure, F(1, 102) = 7.20, p < .01, and time, F(1, 102) = 22.29, p < .001, but no interaction effect. Here, participants in both conditions felt that they had worked better together in Phase 2 compared to Phase 3, Ms = 6.14, 5.51, respectively, t(102) = 4.72. However, within phases, participants in the same-sex condition were more likely to report that they had worked together well than participants in the mixed-sex condition in both Phase 2, Ms = 6.35, 5.96, respectively, t(102) = 2.03, p < .05, and Phase 3, Ms = 5.88, 5.20, respectively, t(102) = 2.44, p < .05.
In sum, participants reported a more positive interaction in Phase 2 than in Phase 3, but those in the same-sex condition were more positive than those in the mixedsex condition in both negotiation phases, even though they initially expressed less willingness to compromise.
Mediating Role of Subgroup Identification on the Relationship Between Structure and Group Functioning
To examine the predicted role of group-based identity on negotiation, a mediational analysis was performed on the data collected in Phase 3 (following Baron & Kenny, 1986) . Regression equations were set up to test for the mediating effect of level of sex ingroup identity on the relationship between negotiation structure and how well the negotiators worked together (group functioning). The analysis revealed that the effect of the independent variable subgroup structure on group functioning was significant, unstandardized regression weight b i = -.68, standard error of b = .28, p < .005, as was the effect of subgroup structure on ingroup identity, b m = -.60, standard error of b = .19, p < .005, and of identity on functioning, b m = .50, standard error of b = .13, p < .005. However, the impact of subgroup structure on group functioning was significantly reduced when it and identity (the mediator variable) were both included in the regression equation, b imd = -.42, standard error of b = .28, p = > .1, whereas the effect of identity remained significant, b md = .44, standard error of b = .14, p ≤ .01. This pattern suggests that social identification mediated the relationship between the experimental condition and group functioning.
DISCUSSION
In this study, the strategies eventually endorsed by the groups did not differ between conditions. However, as expected, the experience of negotiation differed for participants in the two structurally different conditions. As expected and in support of Hypothesis 1, we were able to increase ingroup identification and expectations of ingroup agreement by creating groups based on gender similarity. We also found that women were more likely than men to identify and expect to agree with their gender ingroup, but this difference decreased over time and was not associated with differences on other items. Analysis of nonidentity items showed that the structural differences between conditions also translated into differing experiences of the negotiation process. To some extent, the emphasis on gender in the same-sex condition seemed to be associated with an initial decrease in willingness to eventually compromise with the outgroup. In this sense, the presence of heightened ingroup identification may have hardened group positions. However, it is important to note that this initial resistance did not ultimately translate into more negative intergroup relations or an actual reduction in cooperative behavior in the final phase. Indeed, participants in each condition in fact reported that it was equally easy to agree in the final phase, whereas those in the same-sex condition were more likely to report that negotiators had worked well together at the end. Moreover, by the end of the negotiation process, same-sex group participants were less likely to see the outgroup as biased. These results imply support for Hypothesis 2 in suggesting that an increase in ingroup identity salience will not necessarily translate into more negative intergroup relations over the course of a negotiation process, even though our results show that identity salience may contribute to an initial strengthening of ingroup positions. Therefore, even though ingroup interaction in the second phase appeared to have the effect of increasing ingroup solidarity, this opportunity for preliminary negotiation with the ingroup did not ultimately have a negative effect on parties' capacity to negotiate a settlement. In fact, it appears to be the case that the increased cohesiveness observed in Phase 1 may have ultimately facilitated the development of a quality solution. The results of the mediational analysis support this conclusion because they demonstrate that in this sample, the impact of emphasizing identity on perceptions of the quality of group functioning in the final phase of the negotiation process was mediated by identification with the gender ingroup. In other words, emphasizing intergroup differences was a successful strategy specifically where group members identified strongly with their group.
Earlier, we proposed that the positive impact of emphasizing identity group membership was related to the social psychological meaning of social identity. In other words, we argued that the acknowledgment of social identity is an important factor in intergroup relations and that parties are therefore motivated to maintain a satisfactory social identity or social position during negotiation. Consistent with this argument, the results of the regression analysis suggest that representation can be successful to the extent that such representation acknowledges group members' social identities. Therefore, we could argue that the act of emphasizing identity via structuring negotiation along identity lines in fact served to contribute to positive relations. However, it must also be said that other causal factors may have been in operation. It is possible that participants may have been more positive about same-sex negotiation simply because having ingroup members present was more comforting than not having them present. It is likely that in any real-world negotiation situation, this factor is likely be at work in boosting the appeal of group-based negotiation. However, even if it is the case that ingroup negotiation is effective simply because it is comforting, this does not alter our argument that group-based representation is likely to pay dividends in a practical sense. Indeed, we would see an increase in comfort level as one of the advantages of identity-group based negotiation. Alternatively, the use of same-sex negotiation, in comparison to the mixed-sex condition, may have given rise to the perception that the outgroup was a smaller, less diffuse, and therefore less threatening group. Had this been the case, each subgroup in the same-sex condition would have had a (false) mirror-image of themselves as relatively more powerful than their opponents. Were this the case, contrary to the patterns we observed in the final phase, we would have expected more negative relations and perceptions to have developed in the same-sex condition. This is because both the subgroups in that condition would have seen themselves as being relatively more powerful than their opponents, leading to a conflict spiral (de Dreu, 1995) . Our results therefore seem to speak against the argument that our manipulation in fact simply altered power relations.
Finally, other identity-based factors may have made a contribution to the development of positive relations, such as the development of a superordinate identity in the final phase. The presence of a salient superordinate identity is seen to be, both theoretically (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and empirically (Gaertner et al., 1989) , associated with the development of positive intergroup relations. It is therefore possible that the development of a superordinate identity may have been partially responsible for the positive outcomes we obtained. However, because no measure of superordinate identity was taken we clearly cannot draw any conclusions about the role of such a factor in either condition. Given this, at this stage we can only suggest that interaction in the final phase was more favorable in the same-sex condition as a function of the effects of maintaining rather than eroding identity-based group boundaries. EXPERIMENT 2 Despite the fact that the first study provided support for our broad hypothesis that an emphasis on social identities can be beneficial in negotiation, it had a number of shortcomings. The first of these was a failure to measure perceptions of the fairness of the negotiation process or the degree to which participants felt that their input was valued-despite our argument that subgroup negotiation is beneficial partially because it is self-affirming and fair. Moreover, although the evidence from the first study did suggest that interparty relations benefited from an emphasis on subgroup identity, we failed to address the related issue of the impact of the presence of a superordinate identity within the group as a whole. The second study aimed to remedy these shortcomings and was specifically designed to test the impact of created subgroup identities on (a) identification with a superordinate category, (b) levels of enjoyment, (c) perceptions of fairness, (d) perceptions of feeling valued, (e) compliance with instructions, and (f) levels of conflict associated with the negotiation process. We also varied the subgroup identities used, working with experimentally created identities rather than real-world ones to eliminate the effects of preexisting group norms and power relations.
Similar to the first study, we argue that participants working in groups should identify more with their sub-category than those working as individuals (Hypothesis 1) but that a group-based, identity-enhancing experience would not automatically translate into negative relations between participants or negative perceptions of negotiation (Hypotheses 2). Going beyond the first study, we also tested the hypothesis that group-based negotiation can be positive because it makes parties feel valued (Hypothesis 3). We also tested the hypothesis that positive perceptions of social relations within negotiation may actually be mediated by the development of identification with a superordinate group (Hypothesis 4).
METHOD
Participants and Design
Participants were 195 undergraduate organizational psychology students who participated in the experiment during class time in classes of approximately 30 people. The experiment had a 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 3 (time: Phase 1-brainstorming, Phase 2-subcategory level planning, Phase 3-superordinate group negotiation) factorial design with repeated measures on the last factor.
Materials and Procedure
The study comprised three distinct phases. In Phase 1, participants were told that organizational psychologists from within and outside the School of Psychology had been awarded a contract from a major Australian bank to find out from members of the community how to (a) develop a more positive image within the community and (b) deliver better service to their customers. Each class then took part in a 10-min brainstorming exercise in which they had to come up with strategies designed to help the bank improve its image. The class tutor wrote these ideas up on the board as they were produced. No examination of the ideas took place. Once 10 min had elapsed, the class had to select their top five strategies. All participants then individually completed a questionnaire containing measures of (a) identification with a subcategory (others who focused on the same strategy as them), (b) identification with a superordinate category (others involved in the bank exercise), (c) their enjoyment of the process, (d) perceptions of fairness of the process, (e) perceptions that their personal input was valued, (f) willingness to comply with instructions given to them by the "consultants," (g) perceived degree of differentiation within the class (the extent to which it felt like everyone was on different teams), (h) the level of conflict they perceived within the class, and (i) how well they thought the class worked together. Participants responded to these items on 7-point Likert-type scales, where a response of 1 indicated strong disagreement and a response of 7 indicated strong agreement.
The Phase 2 structure manipulation was then introduced. The tutor randomly allocated participants to one of the five strategies. The class was then told that their next task was to develop convincing arguments in favor of their particular strategy. All participants proceeded to develop such arguments over a period of 15 min, but in half the classes participants did this individually while in the other half of classes participants worked in subgroups with others allocated to the same strategy. Following this task, all participants individually completed a series of dependent measures similar to those completed at the end of the first phase, with the exception of questions about social interaction. Then, in Phase 3, all participants spent another 15 min presenting their supporting arguments and negotiating which strategy they would collectively recommend to the bank. Participants were instructed to reach consensus on this within the time allowed. Finally, all participants individually completed a series of dependent measures the same as those completed in Phase 1. Participants were then debriefed.
RESULTS
Identification Measures
A 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 3 (time) MANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted on the measures of identification with the subcategory (those focused/working on the same strategy) and the superordinate category (all people involved in the bank issue). A main effect for structure emerged on the measure of subcategory identification in that participants in the group structure condition identified more with their subcategory overall, F(1, 193) = 16.37, p < .005 (see Table 2 ). However, this occurred in the context of a significant interaction between structure and time, F(1, 193) = 11.24, p < .001. As expected, participants in the group and individual conditions did not differ in the degree to which they identified with the subcategory in Phase 1, t(1, 194) = .24, p > .1. However, following Phase 2, participants in the group planning condition became significantly more identified with their subcategory compared to those in the individual planning condition, t(1, 194) = 5.96, p < .001. This difference was maintained over Phase 3 where participants in each condition again differed significantly in terms of subcategory identification, t(1, 194) = 4.15, p < .001.
A main effect for structure also emerged on the measure of identification with the superordinate category, F(1, 193) = 8.14, p < .005; however, this occurred in the context of a significant interaction between structure and time, F(1, 193) = 5.59, p < .005. Again, participants in group and individual conditions did not differ significantly on this measure at Phase 1, t(1, 194) = 1.36, p > .1. However, in Phase 2, participants in each condition diverged on this measure. Those in the group condition continued to identify at the superordinate level to approximately the same degree as before, whereas those in the individual condition came to identify less at this level, t(1, 194) = 4.07, p < .001. However, by the end of Phase 3, participants in the individual condition had again come to identify at the superordinate level to approximately the same degree as those in the group condition, t(1, 194) = 1.47, p > .1. In sum, at the end of Phase 1, all participants identified equally with both superordinate and subgroup categories. Following the Phase 2 planning exercise, those in the group condition maintained their identification at the superordinate level and reported an increase in subcategory identification, whereas those in the individual condition reported a decrease in identification at both category levels. After Phase 3, all participants identified equally at the superordinate level, but only those in the group structure condition simultaneously identified at both subcategory and superordinate levels.
Relations Within the Class
Three items targeted participants' perceptions of the relations within the class over time. Measures of perceived conflict within the class and of perceived group functioning were taken at the end of Phases 2 and 3, whereas a measure of the perceived degree of differentiation within the class was taken at the end of each of the three phases. A 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 2 (time) MANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted on the conflict measure, revealing a main effect for time, F(1, 193) = 5.35, p < .05, and an interaction between structure and time, F(1, 193) = 5.35, p < .05; t tests revealed that participants in both conditions did not differ in their reporting of conflict at Phase 1, t(1, 194) = .93, p > .1. By the end of Phase 3, participants in the group structure condition reported more conflict, although this difference was only marginally significant, t(1, 194) = 1.74, p = .08, and means for both conditions at this phase remained below the midpoint of the scale. A similar analysis on the measure of how well the class was seen to have worked revealed no significant differences between conditions or any significant differences over time.
A 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 3 (time) MANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor was conducted on the measure of perceived differentiation within the class. Analysis revealed a main effect for structure, F(1, 195) = 9.87, p < .005, and time, F(2, 390) = 6.63, p < .001. However, these effects were qualified by the presence of a significant interaction between structure and time, F(2, 390) = 16.17, p < .001. Examination of the means revealed that participants in the group condition initially perceived a higher degree of differentiation within the class, t(1, 195) = 2.10, p < .05. This difference was accentuated following Phase 2, t(1, 195) = 2.10, p < .05. However, by the end of Phase 3, participants' perceptions had effectively converged on this measure and no significant difference was found, t(1, 195) = .96, p > .3.
Perceptions of and Compliance With the Process
A number of single-item measures taken at each stage were designed to tap participants' perceptions of the negotiation process. Measures included levels of enjoyment, perceptions of fairness, the degree to which personal input was perceived to be valued, and willingness to comply with instructions; 2 (structure in Phase 2: group, individual) × 3 (time) MANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor were conducted on all these measures. Analysis revealed an interaction between structure and time on the measure of enjoyment of being involved, F(1, 193) = 4.72, p < .01. All participants reported the same level of enjoyment at the end of Phase 1, t(1, 194) = .39, p > .1, and at the end of Phase 2, t(1, 194) = .25, p > .1. However, at the end of the Phase 3 negotiation process, participants in the group condition reported significantly more enjoyment of the process than those in the individual condition, t(1, 194) = 2.39, p ≤ .02. Examination of the means on the measure of fairness of the procedure revealed that participants in both structure conditions appeared to diverge on this measure over time. Participants in the group planning condition showed a steadily increasing tendency to perceive the procedures as fair and those in the individual condition showed the opposite pattern. However, statistical analysis revealed that the overall difference between group and individual conditions was in fact only marginally significant, F(1, 193) = 3.13, p < .08, and the interaction between structure and time did not approach significance, F(1, 193) = 0.52. Nonetheless, participants' perception that their contribution was valued varied significantly as a function of structure, F(1, 193) = 6.71, p < .05, with participants in the group structure condition being more likely to state that their contribution was valued; t tests revealed that responses did not differ significantly at Phase 1, t(1, 194) = 1.06, p > .1, and that the main effect for structure was driven by the development of a divergence between conditions following both Phase 2, t(1, 194) = 3.14, p < .01, and Phase 3, t(1, 194) = 2.37, p < .05. However, the interaction between structure and time was nonsignificant, F(1, 193) = 2.15, p > .1.
Analysis of participant's willingness to comply with instructions given to them by the consultants (those running the process) revealed a significant main effect for time, F(1, 193) = 4.21, p < .05. This, though, was overshadowed by a significant interaction between structure and time, F(1, 193) = 4.10, p < .05. Examination of the means revealed that participants' willingness to comply did not differ as a function of structure at any phase: Phase 1, t(1, 194) = 1.67, p < .1; Phase 2, t(1, 194) = 0.46, p > .1; Phase 3, t(1, 194) = 0.79, p > .1. Also, over time, participants in the group structure condition did not differ in their willingness to comply, but the willingness of participants in the individual condition decreased steadily as the study progressed, with this being significantly lower at Time 3 than Time 1, t(2, 81) = 3.02, p < .005.
In sum, participants in the group structure condition came, over time, to perceive the negotiation process as a whole rather more positively than did those in the individual structure condition. Participants in the individual condition also reported a decreasing willingness to comply with instructions given to them by others. Taken together, these results imply support for our second hypothesis that an emphasis on subgroup identity can be associated with positive intergroup relations and perceptions in negotiation.
Role of Feeling Valued in the Relationship Between Subgroup Identification and Group Functioning
Hypothesis 3 stated that subgroup involvement might contribute to a positive negotiation process where it made parties feel that their contribution was valued and legitimate. To test this argument, we therefore conducted a series of regression analyses to investigate the relative impact of (a) parties' feeling that their input was valued (feeling valued) and (b) subgroup identification on (c) our measure of how well parties worked together in the final phase (group functioning, following our use of this measure in Experiment 1).
We found that the effect of subcategory identification on the dependent measure of group functioning was significant, unstandardized regression weight b id = .31, standard error of b = .07, p < .001. Subcategory identification also was related to feeling valued, b im = .42, standard error of b = .06, p < .001, and feeling valued was significantly related to group functioning, b md = .46, standard error of b = .06, p < .001. When both subcategory identification and feeling valued were entered into the equation, the significance of the relationship between subcategory identification and group functioning was reduced considerably, b imd = .15, standard error of b = .07, p = .03, but did not become nonsignificant, whereas the effect of feeling valued on functioning remained the same, b im = .40, standard error of b = .07, p < .001. This suggests that the relationship between subgroup identification and group functioning is mediated to some extent by subgroup members' feeling that their input was valued, providing partial support for our third hypothesis.
Mediating Role of Superordinate Identification on the Relationship Between Subgroup Identification and Group Functioning
Our fourth hypothesis related to the argument that positive relations in the final phase could have been due to the development of a shared, superordinate identity. We conducted a series of regression analyses to test this hypothesis using our measures of both subcategory and superordinate identification in the final phase and the measure of group functioning.
As described in the previous series of analyses, the effect of subcategory identification on group functioning was significant. Subcategory identification was also significantly related to superordinate identification, b im = .37, standard error of b = .04, p < .001, and superordinate identification was significantly related to group functioning, b md = .66, standard error of b = .08, p < .001. However, when subcategory and superordinate identification were included in the regression equation together, the relationship between subcategory identification and functioning was reduced to a nonsignificant level, b imd = .09, standard error of b = .07, p > .1, whereas the relationship between superordinate identification and functioning remained significant, b md = -.60, standard error of b = .10, p < .001.
It thus appears that our creation of subcategory identification was related to how well parties worked, provided (to some extent) that group members felt that their input was valued. In support of our final hypothesis, we found that the relationship between subgroup identity and intergroup functioning also was mediated by the development of a superordinate identity.
DISCUSSION
This study aimed to test the hypotheses that in a negotiation situation, emphasizing group differences will (a) create or increase subgroup identity, (b) be associated with positive intergroup relations and perceptions of negotiation, and (c) be successful where a salient identity is associated with the feeling that one's involvement is valued. It also tested the hypothesis that the development of positive social relations in negotiation may be mediated by the development of a superordinate identity.
Results supported the first hypothesis that the introduction of group-based procedures would produce and enhance identification with a subcategory because participants in the group structure condition identified more with the subcategory than did those in the individual condition once group interaction had taken place. Moreover, this identification persisted into the final phase where parties came together into a superordinate group. The study also provided support for our second hypothesis. Specifically, subgroup negotiation procedures were associated with the perception that negotiation was relatively more conflictual, but this was at a level below the midpoint of the scale. Also in line with this hypothesis, group negotiators tended to perceive the negotiation process to be fairer and more enjoyable, to place greater value on their involvement, and to be more open to complying with instructions than did those in the individual condition. In this way, structural factors that increased identity ultimately also had a positive effect on participants' experience of the process and their capacity to work productively.
We also found partial support for Hypothesis 3 with regression analyses revealing that the relationship between subgroup identification and positive intergroup functioning was partially mediated by highly identifying participants' perceptions that their input had been valued. Finally, too, the results also supported Hypothesis 4 because positive perceptions of social relations within negotiation were mediated by the development of identification with a superordinate group. This pattern of results suggests that the effects of subgroup involvement can be positive where they are associated with the feeling of being valued and with the emergence of an overarching shared identity.
Based on the results of both studies, we would argue that the involvement of subgroups can in itself pave the way for the development of these positive relational and identity outcomes. Taken together, these results suggest two things. First, that an emphasis on subgroup identification is compatible with the development of superordinate identification. Second, subgroup involvement may depend on the development of a shared identity for its success. However, our second point should not be taken as support for models of intergroup relations that recommend subgroup decategorization. On the contrary, we suggest that these findings provide support for the argument that subgroup involvement can, in itself, be a useful initial step in the process of negotiating common agreements.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The pattern of results obtained across these two studies provide support for our central hypothesis that legitimizing group involvement in decision making during negotiation can be beneficial rather than detrimental to the negotiation process. As we have argued, legitimizing group representation is more likely to satisfy group members than downplaying it because representation of a distinct identity serves to address the social psychological issues that may initially have contributed to the development of conflict. Among other things, these social psychological issues concern the motivation to establish and maintain a positive and valued social identity. We have argued that this motivation is more likely to be satisfied by encouraging group representation in negotiation, thereby increasing the likelihood that parties will regard the negotiation process as representative, fair, and legitimate and its resolution worth adhering to. In line with this argument, we can draw a simple comparison between the application of the decategorization model and the legitimization of group representation. On the basis of such a comparison, the latter is likely to be favored by group members if only because it affords them a more valued social identity, regardless of the other circumstances surrounding negotiations. The present results support this conclusion. At the very least, it would appear that a failure to formally include groups in decision-making processes of concern to them increases the likelihood that the process may be rejected by group members as unrepresentative (see also Lewin, 1948, p. 31) .
We consider our findings to be important for several reasons. First, they go against the recommendations that subgroup identities be downplayed in negotiation. In this, they support recent findings in the intergroup relations literature that the presence of a dual-level identity may in fact be more beneficial in improving intergroup attitudes than a focus on superordinate-level identities alone. Hornsey and Hogg (2000) argue that an emphasis on a dual identity may be more successful than simple recategorization, particularly where superordinate identities are threatening to existing subgroups. The present findings point to a view of social conflict and negotiation that reaffirms the need to take into account the meaning and importance of the subgroup memberships that are implicated in social relations, as well as the precise role of subgroup identification in guiding relations within the context of a superordinate identity.
The results of these studies also point to practical steps that may assist in the processes of conflict prevention and even resolution. These steps are (a) recognizing that social conflict is associated with perceptions of collective injustice on one or both sides, (b) recognizing that the implementation of participatory processes may help to prevent injustices from being recreated in the negotiation process, (c) ensuring that where conflict does exist group members have the opportunity to participate and voice issues of collective concern to them, and (d) recognizing that although the presence of a superordinate identity may be associated with successful conflict resolution, it may be beneficial for such an identity to emerge over time rather than be imposed on participants at the beginning of the process (see also Douglas, 1957; Stephenson, 1984) . Somewhat paradoxically, it may be the case that an emphasis on subgroup representation at the beginning of negotiation is a useful route to the eventual emergence of a shared identity at its end. This pattern is consistent with our model of organic pluralism in which we propose that the most productive outcomes may be obtained via processes that emphasize a superordinate perspective in the context of a full exploration of interparty difference (see Eggins, Reynolds, & Haslam, 2001; Haslam, 2001; Haslam, Eggins, & Reynolds, 2000) .
Our approach is both theoretically well grounded and useful in an applied sense. We propose that encouraging social group representation in negotiation is not necessarily detrimental to the process of conflict resolution and may in fact be beneficial. This is because (a) denying group members representation in negotiation is unlikely to be acceptable to them and may lead to a rejection of the negotiation process or outcomes and (b) issues of social identification and group definition typically underlie the development of social conflict and must therefore be addressed if the conflict is to be adequately resolved. For these reasons, it appears that group representation in its fullest sense has a critical role to play in conflict resolution and negotiation.
